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REMARKS 

Vkiims 1-8. 10-13, 16-24 ai\d 20-41 ate cuii.Tili} pending in ihe suhjeci i^pplicalion. and 
are presently unJcr considctadcm. Claims 16 imd 24 aic allowed. Cldim^ \ 1 U-13, 1 7-2^ and 
26-41 are rejected. Claims 13. 39 and 41 have been amended. Favorable reconsideration oL the 
application is requested in view of the anxendnients and comments herein. 

1. Amentfinents to the Specificatioii 

The Specification of the presenl applicaiioii has been amended to update the status of eo- 
peadiiig applieatioiis. No new matter has been added. 

n. Reteetk»i of Claims 10-14. 1743, and 26-41 under 35 U.S.a 103(aV 

Claiihs 1-S, 10-14, 17-33, and 26-41 have been rejected under 35 U.S,G, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2002/0133674 to Martin, et a], (hereinafter, "Martin"}., 
Witlidrawal of tliis rejection is respectfully requested for at least t.he following reasons. 

In rejecting: claim 1, the Oftlce Action comends that a block request disclosed in Maitin 
correspocids to an ownership update message, as recited in claim 1 (See OfFiGe Action, Page 3). 
In cimm 1 , the ownership update i»essage is provided m i^spons© to a cha^^ ownership state 
of a block of data. In Martinj before a processor read.^ or writes to a block of memory, that 
processor broadcasts a request for that block of memory to all other nodes til the disclosed 
sysitem, and a node owning that block responds directly to the requesting node, forwarding the 
desired biock of memoiy (See Mailin, Par. [0005]). Appiieant's representative .respectfully 
submits that a retjuest for :a block of memory, &s disclosed in Martin, does not indicate that a 
change in ownership state of the block of memory has occurred (or even wll occur), in contrast 
to the owtief ship update mesisage reieited in claim I. For instance, as is well known, some 
requests for niemow can be refused, such as when a first proeessbr requests read or write access 
to a block of memory that is held by a second processor in a modified (M) state (See e. g., 
http://en,\\ikipedia.org/wiki/K'ffi In such an instance, the second processor would 

respond to the read or write request with a retry later (or a back off) message. 

Stated differently, claim I recites a temporal relationship between the providing of the 
owneMiip update message and a change in ownership. That is, in claim 1, the ownership update 
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me^ aje is pro\ sJed a'-ki j th^iiije w nuneiM. p •-u^u c u bioc^ v t Uat mo^c ciauTs 1 tcife 
1 ut iiu (TO )cxsi-\;p u^-)d ite ines^..ue piO^ mod i i rvspois^. tv a (.h.^n^e u. o Aiieisiip .V oJ ti ^ 

ck ot drta A rhxk icqutin ii> disclosed m KUmn, at Ixst would tmh hiJk ^fe oesue 
the Ov\Tieiship stdte of the data to change at some point m the tutuie Martm expieissh aiatcs the 
following: 

In the snooping piotocols, a given cache, before its proces&or reads or writes to a block of 
mcmor}'. "broadcasts" a request for that block of memorj' to all other "nodvs" in the 
i.\ stem I he nodc^ mt lude aJ! other caches and the shared memorj itself T he node 
"owning ihat block it'-,ponJs d rcct'v to the reques^ting node, foiuarding the desired 

bsock ot memorv. Martm, Par. [1)0051, 

Thus, Appjcaiit rcproiennu<\ t respectiull\ sub n is Hms jr. «,ontiast to thv contention oJ the 
Office Action thu biocK leques* dis^'oscd in Majttr docs noi couespond to the ownership update 
message recited m claim 1 Instead, the block request rcfcned to in the Office Action (at page 1 } 
IS a broadcast request for a block of memoty. Afler a careful review of Martin, Apphcant*s 
representative respectful)) suhmff- that no structure or function taught or suggested m Martin 
corresponds to the ownership update nics i<je recited in claim 1 . 

Vtoieoxer, In rejectuii! ^' ' I > n It^ Vetion contends tiat a predicto' 08 distln<;cd 
in Martin corresponds to the gn en ownei predictor recited in claim 1 {^Sec Otfice Actjon. Page 
2). In Glami l. the given owner predictor (1) provides the ownership update message and (2) 
comprises a second component that stores ownership update messages pro\ ided from an ow'uer 
predictor control Applicant s representative submits that since Martin does not teach or suggest 
the ownership update messaije lev-Ucd iJ i Mirtji jjso do^rs nut te<.^ch or suggest to ore of 
oidmars skill 1 1 the ait the en en ownci pituictor ici. Aca m claim 1 '^lijs Jeficiericv not 
Mthstanding. Mai tin discloses that thv predictor prt-dict^ pioees-^ing uiits tnat arc i^kcU to 
ha\ e a block ot data 1 9 being sought tSee Martin. Par in Mtutm, the predictions are 

made bv storing information about (1) mispredictions of tlie same or spatially adjacent blocks of 
data 1^x2) mispredictions ot the same static load or stoie instructions or (3) input from sofl-ware 
(Scc^Uitm Fa' OC"!]) Ho\ve\ er, notliing m Martin teaches or suggests to one of ordinary 
sjfili mtboart tint the disclosed prdictoi 98 (or an> othci d^^vV^cd Uaielionoi ,irucTure)n) 
provides ar o\snersmp tipaate messaSje and (2) composes a second component mat stoics 
owneiship update messages pioxided fiom the ownei predictoi control, as does the given 
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piedictoi recitei.^ m (.Lnm 1 \ccoidn l' I irn t-* ^ to k1i v^i sujgcst U> otio oiam in skill 
in the i^i ho\\ o ^^kmtn^ tht tji"vcr m oei pioUiv or .i.<,itui in t-iaitn I HLitheunoie -^i^n-e ibe 
OlL(.e \c iiou do^.<i xiot pro\ 5dc dxi\ other c^ idence sutticicnt to maintain a iegai ..on^hiMon i .1 
ob\ioasiies6 >Mtli respect to ciaim I, claim I, as well as cl^um^ 2-8. 10-12 and 38-40 depending 
therefrom, are patentable. 

Additionally, m rejecting claim 12 the Office Action contends tli it ,\ir igraph [0071] of 
Martin di<?cfoses the features recited in claim 12 (Sec Office Action ?dii^^ 6 ) noted uith 
respect to I i Ml 1 iiXfarimip J makes predictions h\ si i n^, ijiiormition abo it 0 ' 

mispredictions of the :>ai-ne or i.paiiAii\ adjacent blocks of data 19. {2) mispredictions ol the sanie 
i)tatic load or store instructions or (3) mplU from soflvtare (See Martin, Par. [0071 ]). Notlimg in 
the cued section of Martin, or Martm more generally, teaches, oi suggests to one of ordinar> skill 
m the art that the predictor 98 selects between accessing a firs>t component and a second 
component ot m o\\a<.i piectiaor accjrdmg *o a fioqucnc\ in \\h\J^ ow icts'np mcs^ajt-, 
a'^stociatcd v. ilh a block oi daia ha\ e been rtoon ed *to ■>") an owpt. r p'^edicioi vontn>l <i> lecited ni 
claim ''2 Accordinglj Martin does, not feach oi *^ugLesi to one of ordmars skill tbc ait now to 
implonicnt the owner predictor recited m claim i 2 Moivovor, since the OtTii,c \ction aoes, not 
provide any other evidence suMcient to establish a legal conclusion of obviousness with respect 
to claim 12. claim 12 is patentable. 

Claim 39 has been amended to c1anf> that an owner predictor control is configured to 
discont nue proMdjag au ow-ieisbip mda.c ni^^sa^e toiie^pondmg lo d "ii^en b.ock ot data 
based on {i} and a%aiiabk banawidth m a s\ stem and (n) a frequencv v^h^ch a gncn block 
of data changes ownership Fhe OfEce Action contends that paragraph [0002 j of Martin 
discloses the features of claim 39. Paragraph [0002] of Martin discloses choosmg a mechanism 
foi communicating cache coherence messages based on the bandwidth a\aiiable for tiansnntlmg 
such messages In voniiabi amended claim 39 recites that the owner-ship update messages are 
discontinued undt.i e\Dicssb lecited circumstances As noted with respect to claim I from 
wbidi amended vUim ■'^^ (! ,-1-'^ s ' i J ^ . ir; i,tiuc<uro or lunrtion that 

torrespondb lo <m ownership upaate mesbagt These deticit,iicics noiAvithstajtidmg, nothing m the 
Cited sution of Martin (or Martin more generally) teaches or suggests discontinuing providing of 
ovfiiership update messages corresponding to a given Mock based on two criteria, namely (i) an 
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avaiiahic banJnidlh in tne sv^iciii ,ivd n > i ^ ^ i \ n^h the gnen block of data 

chanties tmncr 'up In ie-id ti'vd s^^* j of \j, nicicl djbv.losc>5 lhat a nicv.Kanisn'' to 
conu hiviL lin^ . iche coneitnc-s mc^saJC'^ i-^ based ona\aiiahk cand^MJot ^Set Mo'-u i For 
[0002Jj i hu6, in adJUion to the aforementioned deficiencies of Martin. mJtiiing m the ui^,d 
section of Martin for Martm more gcnerailj) teacher Oi suggests di«!continumg the pro\idmg ot 
owTiersbip update messages based on the second recited cntcnon iidmclj a heqiiency 
wbich a given Muck of data changes owneiship Accoidmgh \t va i does not Kb or siigger 
to one of oiainar\ sbU m the ait nov\ to anpieme it s^ i i unt.ndv.a cLr ii >0 

Moreo\ er binco tlie Ottiw Action dues not prov ide an\ othei c\ idcuce suifitien. to ei>tabhsh a 
prima facic case of obviousness with respect to clatm 39, acaended claim 39 is patentable 

Claim 1 3 ba& been amended to correct a typographical eiror Apphcant's represcntatj\ e 
leipectfully subnsitij that the Office Action has faded to estabksh a pnma face case of 
ob\iO isne^b with respect to claim ! i h k i.a !u d ui the Ott'tc At.t'or ichcfe paitiallv on 
the t>amc ra-'ionaie that s\as rehed on n tiu itjcvMoa of iaini 1 Ho\\c\er AppLcpnt's 
representatne respecttuHv ^uhmi s i^at «-laim H has a diftcrent scope than claim 1 Thus, claim 
1 3 warrants sepaiate constdeiation for patentabiht) Specifically , ciaira 1 3 reciiei? an owner 
predictor tliat broadc^ts an update message to respective owner predictors associated with each 
of a plnraht>' of processors comprising a multiprocessor network. The broadcasting to plural 
owner predictorv recited in clami 1 3 is not recited m claim i Thus, the rationale pro\ ided foi 
tlici ejection of claun 1 ^partualaii^ iv-gti'-Jin^i tlie reuit. UvMJcr piedictoj contioo is in^uifn.-ienl 
to establish a prima fat u case ot ob\ lousness w ith respect to claim 1 3 A.cuordingi% claim 1 3 
as x»t^ii as claims 17-2Q and 41 dependmg therefrom are patentable. 

Additionally, claim 41 has been amended m a manner similar to claim 39. Accordingly, 
amended claim 41 is patentable for reasons similar to as explained with respect to amended 
claim 39. 

\ppht .ut% representain e csp^ u'fv submits that the OfSce Action has failed to 
e^t bbs) a /7f</?\? *(«.{. se uf 0 s' ^ i t j . >i.laitn21 In t ejecting clami 21 the 
Ottice A«.tu^n iclies on th^. sanit ratjoiitite dial w^ii, relied on m the refection of claims 1-3 (See 
Office Action, Page 7) Houe\ er. Applicant's represematn e rcapectluily submii:> that claim 2 1 
has a difierenl scope than claims 1 -3 1 hus claim 2 1 ftarrants sepaiate consideraUon for 
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patentability Specilioall} , claim 2] rcL\xc> sa uptiatc c-^nt-oi that pruViJes cm oxMiership update 
Dteb^agc to an oxvner preJiclor :t5so>.iated v\ ith caij: or a plurality (>rproces.<mg nodes, vvhicb is 
not vc;citcd m claims 1 -3. Accordingly, the rationale prox idcd for tlic jcicction (ifciaim ! 
(paiiicularly regarding the recited owner predictor contro]} is insutYicient to estabiii,h a prima 
facie case of obvioxisness with respect lo claim 21 . Therefore, claim 2 1 , as well as claims 22-23 
arid 27-29 depending therefrom are patentable. 

The Office Action has also failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect io claiui 3i> In rejectaig chtun 30, the (HYico Action reiie<; <ni she s;jme rjtionait that was 
relied on m tiie rejection ofciiiims 3-4 (See Office Action, Page 8), However, .Appiicmit's 
representative respectfully submits that claim 30 has a different scope than claims 3-4, 
Specifically, claim 30 recites means for broadcasting updates to ail means for identifj ing in 
response to a change in ownership of a block of data, which means for broadcasting is not recited 
in claims 3-4. Thus, the rationale providoil fur ihe rejtctions of claint 3-4 is insufficient to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousnes;? vsith re,-<pcct to claim 3(5 Accordini.;') , claim 3U. as 
well as clainij! 31-33 depending therefrom arc patentable 

Applicant's representaiive respectfully submits that the Office Action has failed to 
establish &.prima facie cam of obviousness with respect to claim 34. In rejecting claim 34, tlie 
Office Action relies onthe san>e rationale that was relied on in the rejection of claim I (See 
Oifice Action, Page 9). Howe\ er, Applicant's representative respectfully submits that claim 34 
has a different scope than clanr 1 . Sp^-c i \ u j'i} , ^ i urn 34 recites updating ownei ship slate 
information for a block of data at a plurality of ox^ner predictors associated with respective 
processors, which is not recited in claim 1 . Thus, the rationale provided for the rejection of 
claim 1 is insufficient to establish a priiria facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 34, 
Accordingly, claim 34, as well as claims 35~3S depending therefrom are patentable. 

In view of the foregoing, claims 1-8, 1 0-14, 17-23, and 26-41 are patentable. Thus, 
withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
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lit Allowable Subiect Matter 

The Office Action Sirnniai} pfopons indicates that claims 16 and 24 are allow abk. 
whereas ihe deifiilcd -section, ai page 1 0. indicates that claims 16 and 24 are objceicd to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim. Applicant's representative respectiully submits tiiai the 
objection to claims 16 and 24 was made in error because claims 1 6 and 24 are both independent 
ciaims. Tlius, an indication of allowance of claims 16 and 24 is respectfiilly requested. 

IV. C0NCLUSI01V 

In (I" \h loi^ioi. > leiiiail b Vprlita u ie-|x. Vlv ,ub ^!t^ that th^ present 

application .-1 in 4-oudUKu lo. a... ^\.Mue Ao^Lc^iiinespcv,.. Jl\ ^qui. , !^\oi)~,)'i(.'K)tion of tlun 
application and that the app'icatiou be passed to is-^iie 

Should the Exoniiner have any questions concerning this paper, the Examiner is mviled 
and encouraged to contact Applicant's undersigned attorney at (216) 621-2234, Ext. 106. 

No ^ditional fees should be due for this response. In the event any fees are due in 
connection with the filing of this document, the Commissioner is authorized to charge tiiose fees 
to Deposit AcGoimt No. 08-2025. 

1 hereby certify that this correspondence is ^ing 
transnHtted to the U.S. Patent and Trademittk Office via 
eiectronic filing on January 14^ 2010. 
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